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BelISouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Alabama Public Service Commission
Docket No. 25835
Responses to June 25-26, 1998 Workshop Requests
Request No. 18

Request: DeltaCom states that routing translations, NXX activations and testing are the
only things that have not shown improvement.

Response: BellSouth is not aware ofany general service difficulties in these three
areas. Any concerns raised by individual CLECs have been handled on a
case by case basis. Recognizing the complexity of the NXX Activation
Process, BellSouth recently created an NXX Single Point of Contact
organization designed to assist with resolving problems which arise.
Staffing will be completed in August, 1998. See attached description of
the center and its functions.



BeltSouth Telecommunications. Inc.
Alabama PSC
Attachment for Workship Issue 18

BellSouth NXX SPOC

The scope of the NXX Activation SPOC created by BellSouth is to close the
gaps associated with the activation ofCLEC NPA-NXXs and the associated
ordering and provisioning of intercompany and reciprocal tnmking. The
SPOC serves as the Single Point of Contact (SPOC) for CLEC issues
concerning the activation oftheir NXXs.

The SPOC provides a coordination and administration role between the
CLEC and BellSouth for:

• timely NPA-NXX Code activations
• activation of associated intercompany and reciprocal trunking

arrangements.
• the handling of routing translations issues
• intracompany activities
• testing for BST circuits and the associated routing activities.

The SPOC will provide expertise for BellSouth's account teams and service
centers on issues concerning NPA-NXX activations, intercompany testing
requirements, and routing requirements for intercompany traffic.



ATTACHMENT 4



- 295 NOI\t1 ~;aple A.....
!1tIlin9 AI•• NJ (l7MO

Mr. W. Scalt SChMfer
PN'IIdrIftt ~ InllleDMtldJan seMI:les
~T~n1cItJons.'ne.
&,."'11
875",*-~ StrHt, N. E.
Atlanta, GeorgIa 30318

I~ your JUM 15, 1811. re. Ngarding EDtI_ EDI7. I, IDa, Mpe we C41Ft
ut8blilh I buliMII~..wi1I11Dtt ut" punue~Iy .....Dpportuniti•.
Rec:ent ",Mnce with "If8ouIt'l diINtatd of our_~~
agraement and the~ on ",ulnlabs mHe by ellll80Jtle~ee. in~.
With AT&T Indicllec 10 mehtthat hope,., be r:nmatIft, however. TM AT&T - eST
interean....., ...........~ far I fun~ic ontennI QIPIIIIIIW to be put In by
0......., 31,1". A&thcugh eat 8 ,...,..~ tulnd.... at AT&TDfIIII Unle
subHqulWlt IIII'ht ..~ om-s, it did ""'nnthli... WMn.......nawed to EDt 1,
It ellmfnlltld thII.-1Itwlthaut prlar not. t6 AnT. Wit tnt feuftd out aboUt Ih. during
fJlSung in __ and subsequent mIgCIIIiDn orderWl& rej..... The cantnIct
cont8mpbIIII8 muwIf Mting of n""" In1Il.WfuM .,.. oondWCllt. ttellClCeP'aftCII of
new in tIt'I.*,""~ per1arnnee. The,. th8t 8ST cannot,..,"" OASers ftlr
AT&T~1 LInk M1t:l1eca1*lt pIl'tIal~NctranieIIIV uti... EDt 7 it.diw.. tt.t its
c:ommllmellt fa pmvlde such electn:lnlc: onIer\ng has been mllUd 8nd Itat BetlSOUIh does not
take aUr' ODntnlct Ml"IauslY.

The ....ndIing ar nt partial rnignIt.tcrl8 _large ""Ii".. cu""'" ".. been
under Ii..,_ M" our~ cam,... &Inca 'lle. In ...other FtIlOCll. tM locaA"
tietcf far thai ty.. atanter ..... .,. AT"&T main~ nu....,.. nat~ ~I!IOC'., 8ST
s\lndl.,..'" being unetM to take an A.T&T aMigrled rnIIn~nIi nu"**, ;n thIS fteJd ar
.ny 8ST teIepIwNa """"'r II a line ..vet..1U it k:l1nd their IClCOUI'It I1ICIOf'ds. I WOU\d note
that br·fatdnI AT&T. and ptSUInIbtV .. aIIw a:rmpe1iIg IaaaJ eJlCh1lnle CIITin. II' tie aM
orden tor"'• ..,......, 8$T 8TNa PfOl'idII aellauth.., •~way to view _" fJf
,"eCCM""~c6rinp ... "'Md by III~~ accM8 fa SUCh~
pRW" 88T wItIM utlflir 1Mift.u~~ ow« cotr'fIMillDrs. Tht. is troublJftg
10 ua. ~.,. hll'le bean acaarnmodating IST's inlbilly tIWJt fw by ....ng to
papulate 1ML~ fteId Wfth "" ssT mQt.~WId tM" "aing • wark araUI\d in EOl e
.,. caUS8f,f 1heM~ to W cut ofBS'r.~,..... fer mMU8I MndIiftI~ 1ST.
NoW. i...... of hOM; fOtward Ind tbtlng thts ~ar1c aroUnd In EDt 7 • MO tIIHm...81
the end at EDlS MgDIiItions. B$T ia movinO blIckWIrd ana~g thlIt AT&T must ehher
ettengilits~ or LIR A comp.1y mMUIIl praca& fgr tranSftlittillg the Sutsequent
order. thAt faIDw ...1'11. mlgratian.



Mr, W. Scott Sdl..... June 22. 19M

In oW' Airi 21,1_. mHting, eST led UI to thet ., 8idttklnat MIlS, EATN, WOUld
be impernented bY u,. _ of JLIM that'WaUld ~ent pattMI migratianc to be
handkM:J nr:troniaIUy. AtIIr~ed by ATIT to confirm thII. BST informed us that
~ would lIap••me"'t the new tteIl! in JUfW only b nwlUaI. not tMcIranic anIa~ Efectro!VC
I:mIeI'SWItft ,....__WOUld not_ .cn.~ untlItnlt~uan.r ' •. 8ST'aUftCIIMr
a...-nenm on "'.....,. fDkMwd ~ iII ....ry deciIIan ta __..~c:a~\jty

SMft1 c:III~ to dIIIIIy AT&,..s m8lfltt entry fer AT6T 0igibI1 Lmlc by pulling 8n enentiid
ordlftng~at'" hltest ,..,.it*l moment .

To m.1ntaIn 1M .....,. quo unll81T~madIff til Iystems to~ ellCnntc
SJ,lbMquent rrigrahn~,ATlT SUI..... 88V1n11-, ID get thtn 0Rfera to drop CM Qf
ftow through 1ft Aft eOI ., .nrontMnt. 1ST hn I"I!fUIM to antel1aitlltlcW IIIt«natIves and
I!IPPft" MliDus to Ift(N8~,onttllI ifIIl». 1Mtfte vaur IeIet ........ I willngneu
to pulSIIIlItIIm..., ),aI've""'V tumid dDwf1 the....stians • ..,. mad. to .,.-. we
expect IiYl!I cu-.ner ohIets tequinng awnquent PfIf'IiaI~M to amve irnrnklenUy. LlI<=k
of this ..-bWty t,indefs our mlltMtt atItry bY wbjtdi"l OUt .,~.~cun.n.r. to •
slower. mere errar-pt"l:lM, lnlVIual pn:lQIll. Thif. not ,.'Itv treMmlt1t tD .,.whIGh 1ST lbelt
enjoY's. 'four~ Uult AT&l' cauld pay BST S100K .rmonth., keep eat 8 up __
any cmt buls 8ftd ..-... CII~lndiod~rao-8ft ohM.~o~. FUItft.rmare.
Sedictl 8 of Aft8I:hnent 1S dell1y CQt1ta1l'!pIt1eB that., c.hanga to intnceI should not
a1fect proaucaon~ and tNt both pith. 89* thllt the MW tnrertae- " mutually
agreeable. Nwdl.. Ie ''''1 ht Is not U'tc: caB.

aeiSouth'sbe~"""" US no Choice but ta ~t ovw tolellSoutl', dic.tIItH
Implerna.ntatlon of EDt 7 ilnd to .aenCS subHqiJent f:l8l'dll mipatian orUlK$ manually. This i,
un.~ryIII AT&T but 'NIl I't1lVW no mea if..1ft 10 pt'DClMd wUh I'JWket aMty. I
requ.t that SellSoutn fuIM i1I at!Iiptb1lD want tOOlPll!.m will ~T&T 101I'IIIM" 1'Il!W
Inwtlce rnutuaIf ...ble IS 1M CQntrIll;t$ r::on..... (I""t Jdd 1tI8t " AT&T il the
only t.l.... ofeel S and l!D11 • your 1ett8r... I e:.wt't IM\dInII8ncf why Ir III BUeh • probiem
to WOrk this oUl) Th lwotMnlS we need fram e.lISouttIi~ if...."cfo
lhl&. The absente of of.,.. two ttli. would bit adeIr Itgn hit Be.auth ill not
~crious in~t:hatsu~migrdOn ora.,. be h8l\ctIId~.Due to the
urg....CV af oQrme_ I'*Y p&ansh.~ U'ftdy b.-n~"~ to IN> aoeo4.I'It
team It'lf\)Ugh phone c.1f& from PJI",N~ and R~ Cr*" aM CIII'I that~ and ~ ha.,.
"'ad.

a Flrst, we IMIIId • document frOm yau detc:nbinI "'!\ere to pIaart tM AT&T 8CCOIJnt
i"~ an a manualeubHquent rnlgtatlDn order. Thill i, tM tnformetlan...... fa be
1'l8CieQ In the~ IeId on., eOI e0ftMM'. To tntUI* dIRty, WIt -ltlat~ lnc1U411 •
ttlt: daeu'NJ1bIIIion 8 COW or the bTn and 8n example of ... famt fRied out in its enthWJty. We
need this tnfonndof\ "'iII1I!IIy 10 kelp our entry..on trKk. I ul'\Cl8rMMd that an Jtn'Ie1"" "'" recalved". We.,.. in the process ofwortdftt \lWith ~o~r_", tocontlrm Qur
UM41nlW!dinO tit thou "l'ORdUtlt•.

b. seocn4. _ n.d ycur mmmlmenlht \heIIe..,...,~onIers wll tie hand*! ac:earding
to the DMOQs In~ I19l11M'Nnt~ 12 (' !1aW rej8ctI. 24 hoUr FOCs,
elt:.) It i. aur undelstlnding that. atlt\augh eSf dae. not~ '* it mU. pravc.
ClJmplettons on J'\\IftUII' arcIerI. 1ST would Igrtc to l'f'DVicIe • plIpII'Ist gn a_ buitJ of
orders c:ompfaWd wAft a time .t8mp. S&Ic::h hlr'llftng Is oonst.secnt WlIh the~Ionsof
AttachrMnt 4 which requi,. BST to prtNidB Cl')mp~ion !IOtioes us"",, h ...i.~ tt1.t



3 JUM22.19i8

ATlT ",M' to submit it$. order ($fJdian 3.5). Ta .... .,15 Ilst URfuI, we neecI your
commitment to include the 'Wl'rtinO telettbCna numbn or1 "'.11It IIong with tlw wttion
number.

•..n.us~ awU your JeSpan_ an .......,. eIT will commlttoad~ ... to the OMOQ
for these fMAUli ClRWs and ",nether !ST wit. c»operaw in ,.Cftirtl • ~Il)' AttsfacDy fix
to the problem of 5ub$equent parle! migralioa in N COl'ItIIxt of EDt 7 Implementation.

Sincerely,

n, (J' r.
''J'~ V ...·h.
P..... H.Osman
V1caP",~

c:ontumer loc:at s.MeeI
AT&T

ce: M. Augiar
R.Cl'llfton

,
~



ATTACHMENT 5



From: crafton@att.com [SMTP:crafton@att.com]
Sent: Friday, April 03, 1998 7:01 PM
To: panelson@att.com; smhoward@att.com; deberger@att.com; rbriney@att.com; snorris@att.com;
bradbury@att.com; rxdou~las@att.com;michaelides@att.com; augier@att.com; rcavallo@att.com;
dhassebr@att.com; Icecil@att.com; bspinks@att.com
Cc: crafton@att.com
Subject: Escalation to Schaefer on 4/3

Kay, please add to the BellSouth phone log. Thanks!
April 3, 1998
6:45 p.m.
Scott (Schaefer), this is Ray Crafton. We need your intervention to
re-focus the BellSouth team working on AT&T Digital Link. We've run
into a set of critical problems that block our testing and market
entry. These problems are numerous and I won't try to list them all
in this voicemail.butldowanttogiveyouthehighlights.lt.s
especially frustrating when you consider the sources of these
problems. Some are caused by BellSouth never reaching closure with us on requirements. Strange, given
that you've gone to production with the EDI7 interface. These unclosed requirements are now blocking our
testing. Other problems are occurring now because BellSouth has changed its mind on requirements where
we had closure. This is especially true in the Directory Listinq area where we've been asking you for
documentation since last year. That documentation was made available by BellSouth this week. And while
we haven't finished a review with your folks, the review is resulting in the discovery of a growing number
of unilateral changes from agreements that you've made and now coded in your systems. These unilateral
changes are now blocking our testing.
Over the last several days we've tried to work these problems with your people to no avail. Meetings were
held where the subject matter experts who could resolve the problem were absent. A regular twice-weekly
ADL testing conference call was held at which no one from BellSouth dialed in. And your team has been
more reluctant than ever to tell us when they can get the experts, the answers, the work plans, and most
importantly, the solutions in place to resolve the problems. We're being told that the work plan or the initial
review of some of the problems won't be available until week after next in some cases. And that's not the
final solution. That's just the plan. And that's unacceptable. Your team's behavior will delay our market
entry by weeks if not months if this is allowed to continue. Please don't allow that!
Here are some highlights of the problems we're having:
1. Miscellaneous Account Numbers on orders for AT&T-assigned numbers.
Apparently, BellSouth cannot accept an electronic order for an AT&T-assigned number. That's astounding

after all these months and after you've gone to production. As a work around during testing we agreed to
work within blocks of account numbers given us by BellSouth. That won't work for full-scale production.
What we need here is your agreement to a method that allows AT&T to assign these numbers to its
customers so that we can bill them properly and at the same time not cause your systems problems by
inadvertently duplicating an account number already assigned by BellSouth. We're not even going to get a
work plan from you on this until 4/14. That's not acceptable.
2. Partial Migration of some of the lines in an account leaving others including the BellSouth Billing
Telephone number intact. Your team is insisting on two orders to do this. That creates unnecessary cost,
complexity, and increased likelihood of rejects for us. It's not the direction the industry is headed. Your
subject matter expert for this has been unavailable for the last two days. We won't get a work plan on this
until Monday. We need to close this quickly, Scott, using the industry construct that a single order is all it
takes.
3. Other Directory Listing issues for ADL include USOCs on directory listings orders. Your team
insisted that we include these; we coded them in; last night we learned from the directory listings
documentation that was finally shared that you don't want them. On other directory listings orders that
require capitalizations within the listed name, we agreed to send you the name as it should look in the
directory. Last night we learned that the order must insert asterisks ahead of some of the letters to be
capitalized. Both of these examples are unilateral BellSouth changes that have never been communicated
despite months of requests by our team.
4. Last example I'll give is a case where we learned in testing this week that some orders will reject
if the address is just the right length to cause the state abbreviation to break across two different segments
on the order. If other information breaks across the same boundary, say the zip code, the order passes. If
the state information breaks, then the order rejects. What are the business rules? We still can't seem to
get a complete set of these from BellSouth and it delays our entry at every turn. .

As lengthy as this voice mail is.it.s only the highlights of the
problems we're having. I'm requesting that you focus the right
resources on working with the team led by Pam Nelson and Steven Howard so we can get more than work
plans to these problems in the next two weeks. We need fixes and we need 'em next week. Thanks for
your help!
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)
)
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)
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SUMMARY

As the Commission has recognized, the failure of the former LNP Administrator in

the Western, Southeast and West Coast regions to timely provide a stable Number Portability

Administration Center/Service Management System (I1NPAC/SMS I1) will prevent carriers in those

regions from deploying Phase I ofpermanent local number portability ("PLNP") in compliance

with the schedule established in the LNP Reconsideration Order. However, none of the petitions

addressed in the instant Public Notice (DA 98-449), with the exception ofBellSouth' s, even

purports to address the specific requirements of 47 C.F.R. § 52.3(e), and so provide no basis for

the Commission to adjust its PLNP schedule.

BellSouth's petition seeks to delay Phase I implementation until mid-November

1998 -- three months longer than any other ILEC's proposed Phase I timeline -- but does not, and

cannot, explain why its proposed schedule differs so radically from those of other carriers that

also must cope with delayed delivery ofthat platform. BellSouth alleges that it requires 35 weeks

to upgrade its systems in order to interface with the Lockheed NPAC/SMS, but plainly fails to

justify such an extraordinary delay. Further, it appears that, contrary to its claims, BellSouth has

known, or should have known, ofthe need for the upgrades in question at least since November

1997. Accordingly, BellSouth's petition should be denied, and that carrier should be required to

adhere to the timetable AT&T proposes in its petition.

To the extent the Commission even considers BellSouth's waiver request, it should

require that carrier to: (i) fully document the problems that it claims require it to delay Phase I

until November 11, 1998; (li) explain in detail whether and how those problems are (or are not)

linked directly to Perot's failure to timely provide an NPAC/SMS for the Southeast Region; (iii)

establish an aggressive action plan to correct any deficiencies in its PLNP implementation; and

AT&T Corp. 3/12/98



(iv) file weekly, publicly available reports documenting the status of its PLNP implementation

efforts until it returns to the PLNP deployment schedule established in the LNP Reconsideration

Order. Further, to the extent that BellSouth fails to demonstrate that its inability to timely

implement PLNP is attributable solely to the unavailability of an NPAC/SMS, the Commission

should attempt to place CLECs as nearly as possible in the same position they would have

occupied had BellSouth implemented PLNP on schedule, and thereby prevent BellSouth from

profiting by its waiver.

AT&T urges the Commission to complete its realignment ofthe entire LNP

schedule in this proceeding. The record before the Commission strongly supports establishment

of the following PLNP implementation deadlines for all carriers in the Western, Southeastern and

West Coast regions:

• NPAC "live" date: May 11, 1998 (or the date a "live" NPAC is actually
available)

• Inter-company testing completed: June 11, 1998 (or 30 days after "live" date)

• LNP implementation in Phase I MSAs completed: June 26, 1998 (or 14 days
after testing)

• LNP implementation in Phase II MSAs completed: July 10, 1998 (or 14 days after
Phase I)

• LNP implementation in Phase III MSAs completed: July 24, 1998 (or 14 days
after Phase ll)

• Remainder ofLNP implementation in compliancewith the-schedule established in
the Commission's LNP Reconsideration Order.

AT&T Corp. 11 3/12/98



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Telephone Number Portability

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 95-116
DA98-449

COM:MENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuant to Sections 1.3 and 52.3(d) ofthe Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R.

§§ 1.3, 52.3(d), and the Public Notice released March 5, 1998, AT&T Corp. ("AT&T')

hereby comments on the petitions for waiver of the ofPermanent Local Number Portability

("PLNP") Phase I implementation deadline ofMarch 31, 1998 filed by Allegiance Telecom,

Inc. ("Allegiance"), BellSouth Corporation ("BellSouth"), DeltaCom, Inc. ("DeltaCom"),

GST Telecom of California, Inc. ("GST'), NextLink California, LLC ("NextLink"), Sprint

Local Telephone Companies ("Sprint"), Teleport Communications Group ("Teleport"), and

WorldCom, Inc. ("WorldCom").

AT&T is fully committed to fulfilling the Commission's LNP requirements,

and has made every effort to ensure that number portabil!ty imp!e!llentation_-- both in its

own network and throughout the industry - complies with the schedule established by the

AT&T Corp. 3/12/98



Commission's rules. However, as the Commission recognized in the Phase I Waiver Order,!

the failure of the former LNP Administrator ("LNPA") in the Western, Southeast and West

Coast regions to timely provide a stable Number Portability Administration Center/Service

Management System ("NPAC/SMS,,)2 will prevent carriers in those regions from offering

long-term portability in compliance with the schedule established in the LNP

Reconsideration Order.3 There is no dispute among the petitioners that some delay in the

LNP schedule will be necessary for all facilities-based LECs operating in the affected

regions. The sole point of contention among the parties concerns the duration of that delay.

Accordingly, AT&T will confine these comments to that issue.4

Order, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, DA 98-152, released
January 28, 1998 ("Phase I Waiver Order").

2

3

4

The NPAC/SMS is

a hardware and software platform that will contain the database of
information required to effect the porting oftelephone numbers. In general,
the Number Portability Administration Center Service Management System
will receive customer information from both the old and new service
providers, validate the information received, and download the new routing
information when an "activate" message is received indicating that the
customer has been physically connected to the new service providers
network.

Second Report and Order, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116,
FCC 97-289, released August 18, 1997, ~ 9, n.28 ("LNP Second Report and
Order").

-
First Memorandum Opinion and Order On Reconsideration, Telephone Number
Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 97-74, released March 11, 1997 ("LNP
Reconsideration Order").

The eight petitions addressed in the Public Notice are only a portion ofthe Phase I
waiver requests lodged with the Commission. Five additional waivers were the

(footnote continued on next page)
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1. THE MAJORITY OF THE PETITIONS ARE INADEQUATE TO PROVIDE A
BASIS FOR A NEW PHASE I LNP SCHEDULE

As a preliminary matter, seven ofthe eight petitions addressed in the Public

Notice fail to provide an adequate basis on which the Commission could rest a decision to

revise its LNP schedule. Section 52.3(e) of the Commission's rules sets forth explicit

prerequisites for petitions for waiver ofthe LNP deployment schedule, requiring a carrier to

demonstrate through substantial, credible evidence the basis for its contention that it
is unable to comply with the deployment schedule set forth in Appendix A to Part 52
ofthis chapter. Such requests must set forth: (1) the facts that demonstrate why
the carrier is unable to meet the Commission's deployment schedule; (2) a detailed
explanation ofthe activities that the carrier has undertaken to meet the
implementation schedule prior to requesting an extension of time; (3) an
identification ofthe particular switches for which the extension is requested; (4) the
time within which the carrier will complete deployment in the affected switches; and
(5) a proposed schedule with milestones for meeting the deployment date.

With the exception ofBellSouth, none of the petitioners even purports to address these

provisions. Because the unavailability of the NPAC/SMS affects all carriers in the Western,

Southeast and West Coast regions, the Commission should adjust its current March 31,

1998 Phase I deadline. However, the other LECs' petitions are ofno real relevance to the

Commission's efforts to determine what the new LNP implementation timetable in the

affected regions should be, except to the extent that they underscore the fact that

(footnote continued from previous page)

-
subject of a Public Notice (DA 98-451) issued on March 5, 1998, which requested
comments on the same schedule as the instant Notice. In order to ensure a complete
record for the Commission's consideration ofa new LNP implementation schedule
in the affected regions, AT&T hereby incorporates its comments on the March 5th

Public Notice into the instant pleading by reference.
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BellSouth's proposal to extend the current deadline by more than seven months - a period

that far exceeds even the timelines proposed by other rr..,ECs -- is patently unreasonable.S

ll. AS THE COMMISSION HAS FOUND, PLNP IS "ESSENTIAL" TO LOCAL
EXCHANGE COMPETITION

It is important to note that any delay in PLNP implementation would be

costless, ifnot beneficial, to an rr..,EC monopolist such as BellSouth, but will seriously

impact carriers seeking to enter local exchange markets in its territory. AT&T does not

contend that delays which are actually caused by the unavailability of the NPAC/SMS are

attributable to any fault on BellSouth's part. It is clear, however, that BellSouth seeks to

delay PLNP deployment far longer than can possibly be justified by late delivery ofthe

NPAC/SMS for its region. It is equally plain that BellSouth potentially can gain significant

advantages by delaying the implementation ofPLNP for as long as possible.

Congress recognized the importance ofLNP to local competition by

expressly requiring all LECs to provide that capability in § 251 (b)(2), and by also including

"full compliance" with the Commission's LNP rules as a component of the § 271

"checklist.,,6 Any delay in the implementation ofPLNP potentially will injure nascent local

exchange competition. First, the Commission recognized in its First LNP Order that interim .

methods oflocal number portability ("rr..,NP") can impair "the quality, reliability, or

See GST, p. 1 (proposing June 11th Phase I deadline); N~~ink, p. ~ (proposing
July 1st deadline); Sprint, p. 2 (proposing to "roll-out" service between June 8th and
July 13th

). The two petitioners that support BellSouth's proposed timeline,
Allegiance and DeltaCom, simply defer to that BOC's proposal, and offer no
evidence or analysis.

6 See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xi).
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convenience of telecommunications services" offered by new entrants into local exchange

markets. 7 Accordingly, that order found that "[permanent] number portability is essential to

ensure meaningful competition in the provision oflocal exchange services.,,8

Second, CLECs in the affected regions already have incurred the expense of

implementing PLNP in their own networks, and will soon begin to bear their share of the

NPAC/SMS costs as well. Nevertheless, although CLECs will be paying for PLNP, until

BellSouth begins to support that capability its competitors will have no choice but to port

numbers using ILNP -- and thus they will, in effect, be required to pay for both interim and

permanent portability for each customer that ports a number. Third, when BellSouth does

begin to support PLNP, CLECs will bear the costs of converting customers from interim to

permanent portability -- an expense they would not have borne for customers acquired after

the Commission's PLNP implementation deadline, but for the delay of that capability.

In contrast to CLECs, ILECs potentially benefit by delaying PLNP. Most

importantly, their CLEC competitors will be handicapped by being forced to offer

potentially lower-quality service to customers porting their numbers using ll..-NP methods.

In addition, the ll..-ECs will obtain additional payments from CLECs for ll..-NP services

provided to existing CLEC customers after the date on which PLNP should have been

available, payments for ILNP services provided to new CLEC customers that port their

7

8

Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, First Report and Order and
Further Notice ofProposed Rulemaking, FCC 96-286, released July 2, 1996, ~ 110
("First LNP Order").

Id., ~ 28.
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numbers after the original PLNP implementation date, and payments to convert such new

CLEC customers from ILNP to PLNP.

III. AN NPAC/SMS WILL BE AVAILABLE FOR INTERCOMPANY TESTING IN
EACH OF THE AFFECTED REGIONS ON MAY 11, 1998

The LLCs of all three affected regions recently replaced Perot Systems with

Lockheed Martin IMS as LNPA. As the Commission knows, Lockheed was selected as the

LNPA for the four other LNP regions, and that company has developed and implemented a

workable NPAC/SMS in those areas. Lockheed has committed to deliver an NPAC/SMS

for the Western, Southeast and West Coast regions that is ready for intercompany testing

on May 11, 1998. 9 With the exception ofNextLink., which incorrectly states (without

explanation) that Lockheed will deliver an NPAC/SMS on May 13, 1998,10 the petitioners

do not dispute that May 11 is planned as the NPAC/SMS "live" date, and their proposed

schedules all are based on this starting point, as intercompany testing cannot proceed until

this milestone is achieved.

IV. BELLSOUTH'S PROPOSAL TO DELAY PHASE I BY OVER SEVEN
MONTHS IS UNSUPPORTED AND SHOULD BE REJECTED

BellSouth's proposed schedule seeks to delay Phase I implementation until

mid-November 1998 -- three months longer than any other ILEC's proposed Phase I

9

10

See AT&T Phase I Waiver Petition, p. 5.

See NextLink, p. 3.
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timeline. ll BellSouth attempts to blame its problems exclusively on the NPAC/SMS, but it

does not -- and cannot - explain why its timeline differs so radically from those of other

carriers that also must cope with delayed delivery ofthat platform. As demonstrated below,

BellSouth's claim that it will require 35 weeks to upgrade its systems in order to interface

with the Lockheed NPAC/SMS are patently untenable. The information presented in

BellSouth's petition plainly fails to justify the extraordinary delay that BOC seeks to impose

on Phase I PLNP deployment. Accordingly, BellSouth,s petition should be denied, and that

carrier should be required to adhere to the timetable AT&T proposed in its Phase I waiver

request.

To the extent the Commission even considers BellSouth's waiver request, it

should require that carrier to: (i) fully document the problems that it claims require it to

delay Phase I until November 11, 1998; (ii) explain in detail whether and how those

problems are (or are not) linked directly to Perot's failure to timely provide an NPAC/SMS

for the Southeast Region; (iii) establish an aggressive action plan to correct any deficiencies

in its PLNP implementation; and (iv) file weekly, publicly available reports documenting the

status of its PLNP implementation efforts until it returns to the PLNP deployment schedule

established in the LNP Reconsideration Order. Further, to the extent that BellSouth fails to

demonstrate that its inability to timely implement PLNP is attributable solely to the

unavailability of an NPAC/SMS, the Commission should_attemgt ~o place G..LECs as nearly

11 GTE's petition proposes the latest Phase I date ofany rr..EC other than BellSouth,
suggesting that deployment be completed by August 18, 1998. Pacific Bell And US
West each propose mid-July 1998 dates for completion ofPhase I.

AT&T Corp. 7 3/12/98



as possible in the same position they would have occupied had BellSouth implemented

PLNP on schedule, and thereby prevent BellSouth from profiting by its waiver.

A. Contrary To Its Claims, BellSouth Knew Or Should Have Known Well In
Advance OfFebruary 1998 About The Systems Changes It Contends
Support Its Waiver Request

BellSouth contends that it will take 35 weeks -- 16 weeks beyond the May

11, 1998 date that the NPAC/SMS will be ready to begin intercompany testing - to

complete the upgrades and fixes required to enable its internal systems to interface properly

with Lockheed's NPAC/SMS. This nearly 9-month interval purportedly is necessary

because Perot's NPAC/SMS "was built to NANC specification 1.1," while the Lockheed

NPAC/SMS "is built to NANC specification 1.8, a full seven software releases beyond the

NPAC that was to have been delivered by the former LNPA.,,12 BellSouth's petition

implies that it first learned of this software development gap on February 20, 1998, when it

concluded discussions with Lockheed concerning the specifications of that company's

NPAC/SMS. 13 This claim simply cannot be credited.

As BellSouth well knows, the Commission's Second LNP Order, released in

August of last year, required the use of identical interfaces for both the Lockheed Martin

and Perot Systems NPAC/SMSs. 14 In that order, the Commission ruled that

12

13

14

BellSouth, p. 20.

See id., p. 13.

See Second Report and Order, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95­
116, FCC 97-289, released August 18, 1997, ~ 62 ("Second LNP Order").

AT&T Corp. 8 3/12/98



We adopt the NANC's recommendation that the local number portability
administrators and any entity directly connecting to the Number Portability
Administration Center Service Management System use the Number Portability
Administration Center Service Management System Interoperable Interface
Specification (Interoperable Interface Specification or ITS) as described in the North
American Numbering Council - Interoperable Interface Specification - Number
Portability Administration Center - Service Management System, Version 1.0,
dated April 7, 1997 (NANC /IS). The NANC lIS will serve as an industry standard
for use in developing and maintaining the Number Portability Administration Center
Service Management System interfaces in each of the seven Number Portability
Administration Center regions. 15

Release 1.0 of the NANC NPAC/SMS interface underwent subsequent development and

upgrading pursuant to a process managed by the NANC Technical and Operational

Requirements Task Force, with the participation of a BellSouth representative. 16 BellSouth

thus cannot plausibly claim that it did not know ofthe requirements established in NANC

specification 1.8 until its mid-February discussions with Lockheed, or that it did not know

that Perot Systems (or any company replacing that vendor as LNPA for the Southeast

Region) would have to build to that standard. At bottom, BellSouth attempts to make the

untenable claim that it should be permitted to operate as far behind schedule as Perot

Systems did -- despite the fact that no other carrier in any of the three affected regions has

suggested that it cannot support NANC specification 1.8 by the May 11, 1998 NPAC/SMS

"live" date.

15

16

Id. (footnotes omitted, emphasis added).

See, ~, Exhibit 1 to these comments (minutes of the November 13-14, 1997
meeting of the NANC Technical and Operational Requirements Task Force,
indicating attendance by BellSouth representative).
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Moreover, BellSouth should have known for some significant period oftime

that its interface was not capable of meeting the current NANC specification. Rather than

simply relying on the fact that the Perot Systems NPAC/SMS was at least as far behind as

its own development, BellSouth should have filed its petition for waiver no later than 60

days prior to the March 31, 1998 Phase I deadline. Section 52.3(e) of the Commission's

rules requires petitions for waiver ofthe LNP schedule to be filed at least 60 days in

advance of the deadline for which waiver is requested. The Phase I Waiver Order

authorized carriers to file waivers 30 days in advance ofthe Phase I deadline only for

"deployment delays that specifically relate to the availability of the vendor-supplied

[NPAC/SMS].,,17 IfBellSouth was itself not prepared to provide PLNP even if the

Southeast Region NPAC/SMS were available, then it was obligated to provide more than

30 days notice of its request for a waiver. The Phase I Waiver Order makes plain that

carriers were required to complete, no later than March 31, 1998, all modifications and

upgrades within their own networks and systems which are necessary to implement PLNP

in Phase I MSAs. 18

B. The Problems BellSouth Identifies Should Not Require 35 Weeks to Resolve

Although BellSouth refers at several points to the fact that it must upgrade

its NPAC/SMS interface "a full seven software releases," its petition nowhere describes

17

18

Phase I Waiver Order, ~ 8.

See id.
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